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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Application No. 09/862,612 amendment 
filed 2/7/2005 to the original application filed 5/23/2001 by Lemon et al. entitled "Light Weight 
Dynamic Service Conversation Controller", 

2. The.Office withdraws objections raised in the First Action on the Merits (FAOM) 
concerning the specification, in light of the amendment. 

3. The Office withdraws objections to the drawings raised in the FAOM concerning Figure 
1 and the lack of a connection/interface to Fig. 2, in light of the amendment. 

4. However, the Office maintains the objection to the drawings raised in the FAOM 
concerning Figure 1 and the two paths shown from block #210 of the flow chart. First of all, one 
reason for requiring figures is to enable one to quickly assess whether or not a further reading of 
the specification is necessary (e.g., for prior art determination purposes). Thus requiring one to 
"read the spec" in order to understand the figures is inappropriate. Secondly, a rectangular shape 
(i.e., a box) in a flow chart by convention has at most one output. Applicant states that a 
decision point is reached after block 210 (i.e., stateful v. stateless). One skilled in the art knows 
that a diamond, by convention, represents a flow chart decision point. Therefore, by Applicant's 
own admission, a step has been omitted in the Fig. 1 flow chart. 



i 

Application/Control Number: 09/862,612 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2176 

5. The Office withdraws claims rejections under 35 USC 112 l sl paragraph raised in the 
FAOM, in light of the amendment. 

6. The Office withdraws claims rejections under 35 USC 101 raised in the FAOM, in light 
of the amendment. 

i ■ 7. The Office has substantially maintained the FAOM rejections of claims 1 and 4-18 under 

!' 

35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stewart in view of Chiang, as necessitated by 
amendment. New claims 21-22 have also been rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stewart in view of Chiang, as necessitated by amendment. See further 
explanation below. 

8. The Office has substantially maintained the FAOM rejections of claims 2-3 and 19-20 
under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stewart in view of Chiang and LeMay, as 
necessitated by amendment. 

! 9. Claims 1-22 are pending. Claims 1,11 and 16 are independent. Claim 6 has been 

cancelled. Claims 21-22 are new. 

Drawings 

1 . The Office objects to Figure 1 . 
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2. Regarding Fig. 1 : two paths are shown from block #210, which is NOT a decision point 
(e.g., Y/N). It is unclear from the drawings, which path is to be traversed and when. 

3. Corrected drawing sheets are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of 
the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. 
The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a 
drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement 
sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes 
made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional 
replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 
1.84(c) and 1.121(d)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are 
not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1, 4-5, 7-18 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stewart et al (US Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0161688, relying upon 
provisional applications filed Feb. 16 and Dec. 29, 2000, hereafter referred to as "Stewart") in 
view of Chiang et al (US Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0221292, provisionally filed 
Aug. 8, 2000, hereafter referred to as "Chiang"). 



Regarding independent claim 1, Stewart discloses: 

A method for implementing a conversation between a client and a service on a 
conversation controller, comprising: 

the con versation controller receiving a conversation information from the 
service, the conversion information specifying a structure of conversations 
supported by the service (Fig. 23 #430, esp. "Transformation mappings"); 

the conversation controller determining a current state of the conversation 
([0144], re: maintaining conversation status); 

the conversation controller using the received conversation information to 
determine valid input document types for the current state ([0157] re: "knows 
how to handle the type of message received"); 

the conversation controller verifying whether the message is of one of the 
valid input document types for the current state ([0157] re: "knows how to handle 
the type of message received"); and 

the conversation controller dispatching the message to appropriate 
service entry points provided by the service, until the service produces an output 
document of a valid output document type. ([0247] re: "selects a subset of 
<trading partner> nodes" and [0256] re: "until all filters return true") 

However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

the conversation controller receiving a message on behalf of the service; 



Chiang, though, discloses: 
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the conversation controller receiving a message on behalf of the service; 
(Abstract, especially the 2 nd sentence) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010]. These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 

Regarding claim 4, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

further comprising the conversation controller formatting and returning to 
the client the output document in a form appropriate to the clien t. 

Chiang, though, discloses: 

further comprising the conversation controller formatting and returning to 
the client the output document in a form appropriate to the client. (Abstract, re: 
(ii) converting from server format/source language to end user format/target 
language) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010], These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 
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Regarding claim 5, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

the conversation controller calculating a new state of the conversation 
from the valid output document type; ([0144] re: maintains conversation status) 

However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

the conversation controller determining new input document types that are 
valid in the new state; and 

the conversation controller prompting for the new input document types 
that are valid in the new state. 



Chiang, though, discloses: 

the conversation controller determining new input document types that are 
valid in the new state; ([0031] re: invoking type descriptor ... of source and target 
languages ....) and 

the conversation controller prompting for the new input document types 
that are valid in the new state. ([0031] re: invoking type descriptor ... of source 
and target languages ....) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010], These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 
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Regarding claim 7, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

further comprising the conversation controller maintaining a "state" of 
the conversation. ([0144] re: maintains conversation status) 

Regarding claim 8, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

further comprising the conversation controller retrieving a (i state " of the 
conversation from the service. ([0144] re: maintains conversation status) 

Regarding claim 9, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

the conversation controller calculating a new state of the conversation 
from the valid output document type; ([0144] re: maintains conversation status) 
and 

the conversation controller invoking client methods that can produce new 
input documents that are valid in the new state. ([0162] re: business logic plug- 
ins) 

Regarding claim 10, which is dependent upon claim 9, the limitations of claim 9 have 

been previously addressed. 

However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

further comprising the conversation controller sending the new input 
documents to the service. 
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Chiang, though, discloses: 

further comprising the conversation controller sending the new input 
documents to the service. (Abstract, especially the 2 nd sentence) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010]. These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 



Regarding independent claim 11, Stewart discloses: 

A conversation controller that implements a conversation between a client and a 
service, comprising: 

a processor ([0303] - [0304], esp. "XML Processing"); 

... , wherein the incoming context handler is capable of parsing the 
message and extracting a document type of the message ([0109], re: processing 
protocol specific headers); 

an interaction handler executing on said processor ([0303] - [0304], esp. 
"XML Processing", it being inherent/implicit that a software module executes on 
a processor) and coupled to the incoming context handler and capable of 
identifying a current state ([0144], re: maintaining conversation status), and 
validates the document type based on a ... received from the sendee (Fig. 19 #516 
and [0270] - [0294] disclose document type/conversation validation); and 

a dispatch handler executing on said processor ([0303] - [0304], esp. 
"XML Processing", it being inherent/implicit that a software module executes on 
a processor), wherein the dispatch handler parses (Fig. 21, re: C-Hub router) the 
... and forwards the message to service entry points of the service (Fig. 21 , re: C- 
Hub transport). 



However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

an incoming context handler executing on said processor, said incoming 
context handler receives a message on behalf of the service, ... ; 
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... , conversation specification and 
... conversation specification .... 

Chiang, though, discloses: 

an incoming context handler executing on said processor, said incoming 
context handler receives a message on behalf of the service (Abstract, especially 
the 2 nd sentence), ... ; 

... t 

... , conversation specification ([0031] re: type descriptor and language 
metamodels) and 

... conversation specification ([0031] re: type descriptor and language 
metamodels) .... 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010]. These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 

Regarding claim 12, which is dependent upon claim 1 1, the limitations of claim 1 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

wherein the interaction handler validates if the document type of the 
message is valid for the current state. ([0144] re: maintains conversation -status) 

Regarding claim 13, which is dependent upon claim 1 1, the limitations of claim 1 1 have 
been previously addressed. 



Application/Control Number: 09/862,612 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2176 

Stewart further discloses: 

wherein the interaction handler calculates a new state of the conversation 
([0144] re: maintains conversation status) and ... . 



However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

... and new valid document types for the new state from a response 
returned by the service. 



Chiang, though, discloses: 

... and new valid document types for the new state from a response 
returned by the service. ([0031] re: invoking type descriptor ... of source and 
target languages) 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010]. These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 



Regarding claim 14, which is dependent upon claim 13, the limitations of claim 
13 have been previously addressed. 
Stewart further discloses: 



wherein the interaction handler validates if the document type of the 
message is valid for the current state. (Fig. 21 #422 re: XOCP MSGENCODER) 
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Regarding claim 15, which is dependent upon claim 1 1, the limitations of claim 1 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

further comprising a client interaction handler that dispatches a reply 
from the service to the client and forwards a response from the client to the 
service. (Fig. 21 re: "C-Hub Transport") 



Regarding independent claim 16, Stewart discloses: 

A computer readable medium comprising instructions for implementing a 
conversation between a client and a service, the instructions comprising: 

receiving a ...from the service, the conversation specification specifying a 
structure of conversations supported by the service (Fig. 23 #430, esp. 
'Transformation Mappings"); 

determining a current state of the conversation ([0144], re: maintaining 
conversation status); 

using determining valid input document types for the current state 
([0157] re: "knows how to handle the type of message received"); 

verifying whether the message is of one of the valid input document types 
for the current state ([0157] re: "knows how to handle the type of message 
received"); and 

dispatching the message to appropriate service entry points provided by 
the service, until the service produces an output document of a valid output 
document type. ([0247] re; "selects a subset of <trading partner> nodes" and 
[0256] re: "until all filters return true") 



However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

... conversation specification 

receiving a message on behalf of the sei~vice; 

... conversation specification 



Chiang, though, discloses: 
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... conversation specification ... ; ([0031] re: type descriptor and language 
metamodels) 

receiving a message on behalf of the service; (Abstract, especially the 2 nd 
sentence) 

... conversation specification ... ; ([0031] re: type descriptor and language 
metamodels) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010]. These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 

Regarding claim 17, this claim is substantially similar to claim 4, and therefore likewise 
rejected. 

Regarding claim 18, this claim is substantially similar to claim 5, and therefore likewise 
rejected. 

Regarding claim 21, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

the conversation controller receiving a ...from the client defining the valid 
interactions with the client. (Fig. 7 #196) 



However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 
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... conversation specification ... . 



Chiang, though, discloses: 

... conversation specification ... . ([0031] re: type descriptor and language 
metamodels) 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010]. These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 

Regarding claim 22, which is dependent upon claim 16, the limitations of claim 16 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

wherein the instructions further comprise receiving a ...from the client 
defining the valid interactions with the client (Fig. 7 #196) 

However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 
... conversation specification .... 

Chiang, though, discloses: 

... conversation specification ... . ([0031] re: type descriptor and language 
metamodels) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Chiang for the benefit of Stewart, because to do so would allow a 
programmer to integrate dissimilar applications, as taught by Chiang in [0010]. These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., the transferring of eCommerce messages 
among computer platforms. 

6. Claims 2-3 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stewart et al (US Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0161688, relying upon provisional 
applications filed Feb. 16 and Dec. 29, 2000, hereafter referred to as "Stewart") in view of 
Chiang et al (US Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0221292, provisionally filed Aug. 8, 
2000, hereafter referred to as "Chiang") and further in view of Laura LeMay et al ( Sams Teach 
Yourself Java 2 in 21 Days , Sams Publishing, Indianapolis, IN, © 1999, pp. 422-430, hereafter 
referred to as "LeMay") 

Regarding claim 2, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

wherein if messages of invalid input documents types are received ([0144] 
re: errors), ... 

However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

... .further comprising the conversation controller raising exceptions. 

LeMay, though, discloses: 
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... , further comprising the conversation controller raising exceptions. 
(Throwing exceptions is a well known programming practice. See the p. 426 
section entitled 'Throwing Exceptions") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of LeMay for the benefit of Stewart in view of Chiang, because to do so 
would enable a programmer to handle different types of errors (including custom exceptions), as 
taught by LeMay in the first paragraph under section "Creating Your Own Exceptions" on p. 
427. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., object oriented 
programming. 

Regarding claim 3, which is dependent upon claim 1 , the limitations of claim 1 have 
been previously addressed. 

Stewart further discloses: 

wherein if no valid output document is produced by the service ([0144] re: 
errors), ... 

However, Stewart does not explicitly disclose: 

... .further comprising the conversation controller raising exceptions. 

LeMay, though, discloses: 

... , further comprising the conversation controller raising exceptions. 
(Throwing exceptions is a well known programming practice. See the p. 426 
section entitled 'Throwing Exceptions") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of LeMay for the benefit of Stewart in view of Chiang, because to do so 
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would enable a programmer to handle different types of errors (including custom exceptions), as 
taught by LeMay in the first paragraph under section "Creating Your Own Exceptions" on p. 
427. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., object oriented 
programming. 

Regarding claims 19-20, these claims are substantially similar to claims 2-3, 
respectively, and therefore likewise rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/29/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's remarks on pages 10-12 of the amendment concerning the "Drawings", 
"Specification", "Rejection of Claims Under 35 USC 101" and "Rejection of Claims Under 35 
USC 1 12 2 nd paragraph" raised in the FAOM, have been addressed above. 

Regarding the FAOM rejections of independent claim 1 (and thus all claims dependent 
upon claim 1) under 35 USC 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Stewart in view of Chiang, 
Applicant argues that the referenced passage in Stewart [0151] does not teach "verifying whether 
the message is of one of the valid input document types for the current state". Additionally, 
Applicant argues that the amendment has been modified to state that actions are performed by a 
"conversation controller". 
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However, the Office first notes by implication, if the discussed decoder knows how to 
handle the message, it, perforce, must be for the current state and a valid document type. The 

i 

Office therefore maintains the FAOM rejections of 1 and 4-18 under 35 USC 1 03(a) as being 

t' unpatentable over Stewart in view of Chiang, and adds the rejections of new claims 21-22 using 

i , 
i 

the same art. Additionally, the Office notes that providing a name for an element such as a 
software module (or dividing up tasks to be performed by a certain named module) does not 
impart patentability. The issue is whether the function(s) performed by a named module (and not 
the Applicant-assigned name of the module) are shown to exist in the prior art. These functions 
have been cited above. The Office therefore maintains the FAOM rejections of 1 and 4-18 under 
35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stewart in view of Chiang, and adds the rejections of 
new claims 21-22 using the same art. 



Conclusion 

i ■ - 

i ; 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Non-patent Literature 
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12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert M Stevens whose telephone number is (571) 272-4102. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:00 - 2:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H. Feild can be reached on (571) 272-4090. The current fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Additionally, the main number for Technology Center 2100 is (571) 272-2100. 

. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Robert M. Stevens 
Reg. No. 47,972 
Art Unit 2176 
Date: May 11,2005 
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